Reflective observation
The second stage of the learning process is reflective observation. At this stage, attention is given to the details of a single topic, with the goal of understanding the meaning of that topic. Impartial observation characterizes this stage, which also involves a high degree of interaction between the individual and the environment. Lectures and question/answer sessions are highly utilized and incredibly helpful (Kolb, 1984, p. 201) .
Actions indicative of reflective observation are evident both at the conference and after. While at the conference the author attended sessions and roundtables, including an ERM pre-conference, where information could be gathered in a lecture and question/answer session format. Because relevant sessions were identified prior to the conference based on existing concrete experience, the author was able to attend sessions that might best suit the institution's needs. Questioning the people met outside of the information sessions also provided the attendee an opportunity for impartial observation of other institutional practices.
Institutional-level reflective observation took place after the conference, when members of faculty and staff engaged in impartial questioning to obtain information related strictly to their areas of responsibility. The notes taken at the conference in the various sessions were solicited, questioned, and discussed with the conference attendee. Questions commonly began with "what did you learn about…" This was done on a basis of each staff member's interests and areas of responsibility, without involving general theories or broader applications beyond their own duties.
Abstract conceptualization
Following reflective observation in Kolb's ELM is the abstract conceptualization stage. Kolb describes abstract conceptualization as making use of "logic, ideas, and concepts" and being concerned with "building general theories as opposed to intuitively understanding unique, specific areas" (Kolb, 1984, p. 69) . Abstract conceptualization differs from reflective observation in that the latter is concerned only with specific areas.
A number of actions offer evidence of abstract conceptualization at the institutional level. Meetings were held to review the notes taken in the various sessions; during these meetings, connections were made between topics as they applied on a higher level than the individual. Through this process, the conference notes were compiled in order to match the information gathered on the previously identified issues, regardless of the session where those notes were taken. For instance, information on ERM systems was gathered in a number of different sessions and conversations. These notes were collocated and distributed to the ERM planning committee. This helped staff and the conference attendee connect their observations dealing with their area of particular interest to a larger picture of institutional needs.
Active experimentation
The final stage of Kolb's ELM is active experimentation. This stage is categorized by doing rather than observing. As the opposite of reflective observation, active experimentation is concerned with practical applications, and is the immediate precursor to concrete experience (thus beginning the learning process over again). Performing intentional acts towards short-range goals is characteristic of this stage.
In the context of this exploration, active experimentation is evident in the actions taken after the conference notes were reviewed, compiled, and put into an institutional (rather than individual) framework. Brainstorming sessions were held to determine the best way to utilize the information gathered at the conference. Out of these brainstorming sessions came mandates for new committees and suggestions for new policies and procedures. Actually putting these committees together and implementing new policies and procedures are the most obvious examples of active experimentation. Modifying the ERM planning committee's focus resulted from this stage. How well these adopted actions address the institution's needs should lead in turn to the development of concrete experience.
Conclusion
How do we learn at library conferences? The ways that individuals learn are as varied as the individuals themselves. Kolb's Experiential Learning Model explains different learning styles and how individuals go through the learning process. However, this model can be expanded beyond the individual to look at the learning process undergone at the level of an institution. Understanding how the learning process applies to the institution can help those individuals who make up the institution to prepare for and facilitate the process. How much we learn at library conferences therefore depends on the commitment -both of an institution's representatives at the conference as well as those who did not attend -to review, analyze, and possibly incorporate the information gathered into institutional activities.
MAKING A BIG IMPACT

Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment
Over the past year, Frontiers has seen a large increase in institutional subscriptions as well as receiving an excellent impact factor (4.745) for a journal that is only four years old.
With its timely, cross-disciplinary science, accessible writing style, four-color graphics, and visually appealing format, the journal has been welcomed by scientists from a wide range of disciplines, as well as by resource managers, educators, and students.
Visit: www.frontiersinecology.org and see for yourself.
Frontiers sets itself apart from other scientific journals, but delivers the same highquality, peer-reviewed literature as the best of them. And at only $220-240 for a U.S. institutional subscription, it's great value for your money. trend insights, were alert and responsive to questions (to a point), since there was a bit of a "race" through the material, particularly at the end. Why do workflows need to change? Changing users and disconnected libraries. Innovation is the staff's responsibility. Attendees were taken on a whirlwind tour of library areas, focusing on workflow issues -how to increase capacity, with suggestions on what can be accomplished in the resulting "free time" in: Collection Development, Acquisitions, print serials, Cataloging, eResources, Special Collections & Archives, Documents, and Institutional Repositories. The session provided quotable quotes. Plenary speaker Jane Burke (who wasn't at the session, but must have heard), in her presentation on Saturday credited R2 with the phrase "starve the books", a reminder that in this day and age, electronic is the norm, not the exception. The inelasticity of demand in the scholarly publishing market has allowed publishers to pursue profit at the expense of research, proclaimed Ray English to the Charleston Conference's greatest ever number of registrants. The resulting pressure on library budgets reduces grass roots access to journals and has contributed to a decline in monograph publishing. Whilst consortial purchasing has successfully alleviated these problems in some areas, Open Access may represent a broader, longer-term solution.
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Session
OA journals have had some successes -Ray noted that the 2,450 listed in the Directory of Open Access Journals constitute 10% of peer-reviewed journals. He acknowledged concerns about the quality/prestige -to which I would add currency -of many of these journals. Whilst over half are not author-pays, Ray noted that alternative funding models such as advertising, endowment, sponsorship and memberships may not be viable in all disciplines.
Funding agencies and universities are increasingly adopting self-archiving mandates and 15% of peer-reviewed articles are estimated to be openly available as a result. The effect of self-archiving on journal cancellations was evidenced elsewhere at the conference -Ray envisages a "survival of the fittest" outcome, with less costly, higher quality journals least affected.
Responding to an audience question about the Unintended Consequences of Open Access itself, Ray conceded that it may further reduce library budgets (by reallocating funds to research departments) and that new funding mechanisms will be needed. Stanley Wilder opened the session, demonstrating the open-source system currently referred to as C4. The University of Rochester developed it based on North Carolina State University's Endeca system as well as the Sears appliance Website. C4 contains faceted browsing and a "most popular titles" area based on circulation data. Other areas of the system rotate weekly and are based on what staff think will be popular. The system flexibility allows them to integrate non-integrated library system data into search results for users. The University of Rochester's goal is to make the system available for general public use.
Andrew Pace showed NC State's Endeca catalog. Endeca supports topographical searches and refines search results using faceted navigation. The browse tabs in Endeca tie to LC classification. Mr. Pace said existing catalogs developed by commercial entities are difficult to use and only 13% of users go to page two of search results. NC State realized they could not put together in one tool the varying pieces (serials, catalog, abstracting and indexing databases, and scholarly works) that would provide an efficient means for users to find information, so they built Endeca as a means for pulling data information from these disparate tools into a tool that would meet user needs.
Paul Miller reminded the audience that users seek functionality in an OPAC that's similar to Amazon.com and Netflix, but that's not what we deliver to them. Librarians need to rethink how we deliver information to users, make technology work for them, and open up our ways of thinking to build sustainable systems. Library 2.0 is one model that pushes information to users that engages them. He cited the Ann Arbor Public Library as a good example of what providers. They worked around the fact that the large ballroom venue was not conducive to breaking the group of about 55 into smaller discussion groups. They shared their industry continued on page 62
Tinker Massey, serials librarian at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University presented a lively session on weeding a periodicals collection with special attention placed on the possibilities opened through such endeavors. Drawing on experience weeding titles from the EmbryRiddle collection, Tinker shared her observations with an audience of inquisitive academic and corporate librarians.
Citing space constraints and preservation issues as the primary causes for weeding collections, Massey described how these factors warrant the removal of titles. Equally important to weed are titles irrelevant due to changes in academic course offerings. An example of this is evident through the weeding project at Embry-Riddle where Massey found titles that supported courses no longer offered by the university.
The bulk of the presentation focused on the procedures involved in weeding periodical collections. Massey's prescribed method calls for an initial assessment of the collection to determine if reorganization of the materials is necessary. Further, she advocates reviewing the titles purchased in comparison to actual holdings. She urged participants to think outside of the status quo and to weed according to the needs of the university, its faculty and its students. A concern for updated guides to weeding print collections in the age of electronic access and techniques for handling faculty reactions to removed titles were among the issues raised by participants. The spirit of newly-jobless Don Rumsfeld hovered over this lively lunch as it boiled down to the "the known knowns, the known unknowns, and the unknown unknowns." By 2010, posited Michael Mabe, researchers will be mandated to deposit all articles in repositories (giving readers the option to satisfice with "good-enough" versions of all content), and China and India will be fully onstream with sizeable investment in R&D. Whilst more researchers equals more published papers equals more journals, the Western concept of a journal may change and "author-pays" may be the only feasible means of supporting so many more papers. But until tenure is disengaged from published output, academics (particularly those in STM) will continue to establish precedence, attract future funding and achieve recognition by submitting papers to journals.
Tony McSean stressed that neither libraries nor publishers are impervious to current disintermediation trends; whilst no single killer application has yet materialized, the larger software and search providers are likely candidates. Customer sociology will increasingly drive development of discipline-specific tools, products and markets. Online symposia, blogs and wikis will thrive, and new technologies will emerge -but formal communication channels will remain necessary to disseminate information outside of scholarly communities. Anthony Watkinson encouraged publishers to serve "scholarship not scholars;" Michael Mabe reminded us not to overlook the humdrum but fundamental needs of human users. These compelled the evolution of journals over 300 years ago, and they will ensure the continuation of the journal model for some time to come. Attendees at this session held in a ballroom were a bit surprised by a fourth person, M. Martinez on the panel, whose name wasn't listed in the program or corrections/additions. Still, his comments, often amusing and forthright, represented the "small college" perspective that balanced the other two speakers' larger academic library viewpoints (McKiel and Meyer). Questions posed by moderator (Warnock) kept the framed session on track, requesting answers to questions (not what the session subtitle promised?): where do the libraries stand with electronic books; was there a plan in place or is there one now. The result? Differing perspectives. WMU with its many students, strong distance education programs, is served by more than ten eBook vendors. McKiel claimed that his library's users don't always know what to do in the eBooks, but the potential is there. Reinhardt claimed that the mostly consortially licensed eBook titles accessible to his users allow his library to fill a need, provide books outside the subject scope of his small institution's print holdings. He admitted that "electronic is a plus, but you can't read it in bed or in the bathtub." WMU makes collection decisions specific to certain disciplines (no plans to replace print) and formats (no print computer books).When asked by an audience member to estimate eBook costs, one speaker couldn't provide a figure, one presented ranges (% of the book, % of the reference budget), and one speaker provided dollar figures (per year, for e-resources vs print). Emily Gillingham presented an overview and update on collaborative international programs to increase online access in developing countries. The United Nations and World Health Organization are working with libraries and publishers to provide access to health (HI-NARI), agricultural (AGORA), and environmental (OARE) information in support of the Millennium Development Goals. The programs currently provide access to over 5,000 journals to researchers and students at over 3,000 institutions throughout the world. Institutions with GNIs of less than $1,000 are eligible for free access to the collections. Institutions in countries with GNIs of $1,000 to $3,000 are eligible for access at a cost of $1,000 per institution per year. All proceeds from the project are poured into regional training programs. Training is a key component of the three programs and is aimed at ensuring that each institution can make the most out of the programs.
The programs have secured funding through 2015 and are set to focus on increased training efforts, transitioning countries out of the program, ensuring long-term stability Last year this group did a presentation on their "not bought" purchase plan. In this session, they reported on an approval plan that is shared by 11 of the 25 Colorado Alliance members. They implemented a shared approval plan to reduce duplication in a way that is logical, respects the integrity of institutional collections, and does not force libraries to purchase materials they would not ordinarily buy. As a preliminary step, they examined overlap in LC classification ranges. They decided to work with two vendors (Blackwell Books and Yankee Book Peddler) to compare service and coverage, focusing on four subject areas: economics, mathematics, political science, and religion. They are putting in $200,000 to support this project. Early in the process they discovered they needed to move all books (undergraduate and graduate) with one vendor. Lessons learned from the plan set-up: it takes more than three months to set up local procedures and staff needs to understand the value of the pilot. If the pilot is successful, they need to find ways to continue shared purchasing by staying with a single vendor for greater economies of scale. The pilot has only been active for a couple of weeks.
The session raised many questions. How do you measure use of collection? It is just circulation data? Doesn't that inherently under measure usage? Yes, but it is underestimated across the board so it's probably ok. It's possible there are some call number ranges that have more browsing. It was a decision of the group to achieve consistency across the group. When students request books directly is that considered ILL? No, they count Prospector requests as a separate category but not as a measurable way except through checkouts. It would help measure whether undergraduates want specific books or not. Why aren't more Alliance institutions involved in this project? University of Colorado Springs just joined, but initially they did not think the areas were relevant to them. In other cases it is because the bibliographers are not comfortable with the idea.
www.katina.info/conference
Rachel K.
Schenk Memorial Scholarship
This year the fifth Rachel K. Schenk Memorial Scholarship of $1,200 will be awarded to the person who has demonstrated a true love of books. There are three requirements:
1) The applicant must write an essay of no more than 600 words on "my love of books."
2) The applicant must be a librarian with a library degree.
3) The applicant must be a first-time attendee to the Charleston Conference for 2007.
Please note: The Rachel K. Schenk Memorial Scholarship was to be given for a total of five years with an award of $1,200 per year. This is the final year for this scholarship. in hearing about LibQUAL+ as a survey instrument or those curious in hearing how an American-designed user perception instrument was used internationally. South Africa is still undergoing transformation. An overhaul was made in the laws and the educational system; the new constitution was implemented 10 years ago in 1996. LibQUAL+ was administered in August 2005, thanks to grant funding, in five South African universities, including UCT where the author works. Challenges in administering the survey instrument: time-demanding preparations, diversity problems (the need to translate questions when English was not users' primary language), some sites' inability to administer the survey electronically, some sites' lack of "buy in" by library users, resulting in less than optimal response rates. Still, the libraries felt they improved their credibility and university administrations listened, since international benchmarks were used. Survey analysis provides a map for short-term solutions and long-term planning. At UCT, the library addressed comments about noise levels, began publicizing offcampus resource access, and licensed additional electronic collections and packages sooner than planned. Librarians' subject expertise at all libraries will be addressed through grant funding, and LibQUAL+ will be administered again. D. Sales expressed pride that the South African academic libraries were willing to expose themselves to the survey after living so long in a political environment of protectionism and separation. Report by Nancy Loggins (CLIS, University of South Carolina) <logginsn2@bellsouth.net>
This major study was to determine the preferences (worldwide) of librarians toward open access materials. This study showed that librarians would show a preference toward the acquisition of OA materials given reliability, peer review, and currency of the information. This study used a conjoint analysis approach to remove any personal bias. No content type was referred to for addressing preferences. The survey questioned librarian's preferences for hypothetical and unnamed products. This data was then distributed into a "Share of Preference" model.
The primary components toward articles seen in the study are:
• Materials that have undergone peer-review are preferred.
• Delay in material availability decreases preference.
• Materials made available free of charge are strongly preferred.
• Attitudes toward OA were also examined.
• The great majority of librarians favor OA articles as it challenges more traditional publishers. Resources for College Libraries is the successor to the third edition of Books for College Libraries last published in 1988. It is available as a multivolume set of books, each volume of which may be purchased separately; as a Website which can be used by librarians and patrons alike; and as a datafeed which is run against electronic files sent from your catalog. The change in name from books to resources was made in order to reflect the fact that the list was made from scratch and was not just a revision of the 1988 list. There are no video or audio resources in the bibliography but there are CD-ROM databases, Webresources and eBooks. Marcus Elmore, Project editor at "Choice" described the history of the resource. John Krafty, product manager at R. R. Bowker described the functionality.
Where BCL was organized on the LC classification system, RCL is organized "following the contours of an undergraduate curriculum." Sixty-two subject editors covered 58 subjects and worked with multiple bibliographers within each subject. Andrea Twiss Brooks, science bibliographer at the University of Chicago described the process she followed as a subject editor for geology. More information is available at www.rclinfo.net. Mark Patterson attempted to focus on OA benefits by separating them from OA funding. However, given that his cited examples (linkage between papers; power of text mining; interactivity of content) are all achievable with "traditionally" published literature, the only distinct advantage of OA is that content is free at the point of use. And since free-at-the-point-of-use has to mean paid-for-at-the-point-of-publishing, the funding model cannot be disengaged. That increased access to the literature empowers each of these processes was nonetheless well demonstrated.
Session
Astrid Wissenburg raised the unavoidable issue of corporate revenues, which currently comprise 20.3% of the STM market and which continued on page 67
And They Were There from page 65 would be lost under OA models. She considers author-pays to be a workable funding model (under which dissemination costs become part of the research process) but noted that this may reduce the amount of content published; Anthony Watkinson further noted that the politics of the university committees handling author-pays funds could begin to influence what gets published.
OA remains an issue of economics, not morals, observed Scott Plutchak; diverting taxpayer funding away from research to authorpays OA has a social cost that should be acknowledged and evaluated. Scott questioned the wisdom of overturning a functioning subscription model (which is providing users with timely access to the content they need) to appease frustration with price increases -particularly since the larger commercial publishers have the resources to maintain their market share, and smaller publishers will be worst hit. One size does not fit all, cautioned Scott; the social benefits of OA should be weighed against its social costs. Prior to this new model, there were three in technical services staff that made collection decisions: Collection Development Officer (CDO), Serials Librarian and Acquisitions Librarian. Reference had liaisons responsible for collection development, but the collection development officer was responsible for all items with recurring cost. The model was confusing and communication was poor. The new model is called collaborative collection development. It involves liaisons and teaching faculty (librarians) along with acquisitions and represents an opportunity to increase the subject knowledge of liaisons. This is a shift away from subject-specialization to a more service-oriented model. A cooperative collections committee (CCC) comprised of the associate dean, head of cataloging, head of systems, head of reference and head of acquisitions, involves stakeholders in purchase decisions. The teaching faculty is involved. They were asking more of the reference librarians than what they were accustomed to, so they developed a set of core competencies and developed a training program for liaisons to help with new responsibilities. One disadvantage of the new system is an increased workload for liaisons and information overload. However, more voices make for better choices.
Do the serials librarian and collection development officer positions still exist? Yes, serials is still part of acquisitions, but CDO is now subsumed by the CCC. Did anticipated budget constraints fuel restructuring? It did not fuel restructuring at all. Why did they choose to eliminate that CDO and who works with liaisons and monitors their work? Who sets budgets? Budget is divided by CCC. The head of reference evaluates the liaisons work. The AD has taken on the day-to-day CDO role. Sometimes the liaisons do not want to share unpleasant news or represent libraries situation. That's one of the benefits of having a letter go out from the AD. Have they thought about using Wiki to communicate with faculty? Yes, but they have not moved forward with it. What instruction load do liaisons have? It's heavier in the fall semester. Report by Charlie Rapple (Head of Marketing, Ingenta) <charlie.rapple@ingenta.com> Judy Luther's opening words conjured up a future in which collaborative tools will enable us to capture "research in motion" -where journal articles are replaced by conversations between researchers, their witnesses representing subscribers.
Martin Marlow took a more prosaic approach, asking how we can engage the user community to create value which can then be leveraged by providers. The lunchtime audience was certainly enlivened by the issues of relevance and privacy associated with one cited example, collaborative filtering. Further concerns, about moderation and vandalism of user-generated content, exposed the current lack of clear answers in this area: the self-governing Wikipedia model could not be relied upon in the smaller user bases to which Martin referred, whilst conversely, some of the proposed solutions (e.g., participation by invitation only) would not scale to larger communities.
On the other hand, Barry Bermudez' SKEN (Science Knowledge and Education Network) has proved successful in its first incarnation, the Birds of North America digipedia. The ornithological community takes strong ownership of, and pride in, its entries, (ensuring their currency and accuracy) whilst proactive moderation ensures that scientific integrity is retained. The open source content management software has reduced editorial upload time from 30 to 2 days, ensuring new data is quickly disseminated by and within the research community.
Presenter Antelman was a Charleston Conference presenter who openly admitted "tweaking", searching for late-breaking developments to the final moment. She was pleasantly surprised, for example, to encounter a paper presented Nov. 6, 2006 This Lively Lunch was a fast-paced session covering the aforementioned, the presenter's and other studies, comparing and contrasting sample sizes, the reported rates, versions, and possible "best work" nature of self-archiving. Conclusions included: there are higher rates of selfarchiving for journals that have impact factors than those that do not; not much self-archiving takes place in the "lab authorship"/many publications per author biomedical fields. Implications for library collection development? In biomedicine, publishing embargos are currently more pertinent than self archiving. More than a dozen session attendees and the presenter ended the truly "Lively Lunch" with talk of "sample formulas" (during the embargo period): the cost per article vs of cost of subscription; the merits/down sides of "unlimited" pay per view and agreements that can be made with publishers to "convert to subscription" at a certain point/percent. All of these calculations may not work in the social sciences. Report by Ramune Kubilius (Northwestern University, Galter Health Sciences Library) <r-kubilius@northwestern.edu>
Almost two dozen attendees came to hear about "behind the scenes" work of STM editors. "Trends" were part of concluding remarks -the first speaker's about competition, RSS, "raw release", self-archiving, etc., and the second speaker's mention of the prophesying priestess Phythia at Delphi. Executive editor Sussman, works full-time for the publisher, while editor Bruns works 66% time on the journal and the remainder as faculty and researcher. Sussman referred session attendees to a (tongue-in-cheek) commentary, "How may you help me?," G. A. Petsko, Genome Biology 6(6):111, 2005. She "rides herd" on six scientific editors and a 60-member editorial board that changes every three years, has many "typical" duties (commissioning reviews, solving problems with the print and online journal) as well as being the lead for advertising and marketing. Sussman presented strong opinions on challenges (open peer review won't work: reviewers are "swamped" and, essentially: reviewers have to "earn their stripes"). Bruns showed a dry sense of humor indicating his society publication will become (fully) openly accessible upon receiving an $8 million dollar grant. His relations with authors are professional, not social, and librarians are his "employers." His work involves cycles, with associate editors, for each submission -Accept? Review? Reject? Revise? His say in the business aspects is minimal. What is the value added by editors? Per Sussman: quality assurance, standards set for the community. Per Bruns: "we need journals and we need editors." The primary attendee question -how do you find the many reviewers you need? The program began because of the accumulation of paper and boxes in the library. Previously this material was simply sent to the county landfill. As a result of the program, these materials are now transferred to a private storage facility that then disposes of the materials by recycling, if possible.
Emphasis was placed on the aspect that such programs can begin small and grow as more people become aware of the program. More departments within the library began to participate and more people agreed to help in the program.
Emphasis was also placed on the cost-saving aspects of the program. It incurred no cost to the university. It was the result of public/private partnership formed by the program to dispose of these recyclable materials.
The small group at the table encouraged open discussion in the session. The discourse around the table was a constant flow with discussions of the posters, documents and photographs of the program. Participants who are in recycling programs at the present time offered advice. Advice was also offered to participants who expressed an interest in beginning such a program.
This was an interesting and thought provoking program. It especially emphasized the aspects of the programs that can be used in other recycling programs.
continued on page 69
And They Were There from page 67 For years, librarians at the Kresge Business Administration Library at the University of Michigan relied on a paper form to notify technical services librarians of changes needing to be made to library materials. Technical services staff would then use the form to take necessary actions in a process that proved to be not only time consuming but devoid of any means to track the status of recommended changes. With the help of Carolyn Adams and Bob Kelly, the FootPrints Ticket tracking software package was implemented to move the paper form to an online form expediting the process and increasing workflow.
To initiate the process, technical services librarians designed and made available an electronic version of the previously used paper form. This form was then linked to the FootPrints Ticket software so that any submissions would become a traceable "ticket" assigned to a Technical Services staff member. This set up allowed all librarians to view the status of the materials to be changed in addition to the name of the employee responsible for processing the changes.
Using Nisa Bakkalbasi, Kathleen Bauer, and Lei Wang reported on their meticulous and time consuming research to evaluate citation tracking rates between Google Scholar, Scopus, and Web of Science. The study employed sampling methods to select articles from journals in oncology and condensed matter physics. The authors looked at citations from journals published before e-publishing (1993) and after e-publishing (2003) and further selected journals with a variety of impact factors in both subject fields. The study found that the strength of Scopus was increasing for current materials and that ultimately no single source returns every relevant citation.
Audience members were very appreciative of their research and presentation. Discussion focused on the problems of exactly what each services covers (i.e., Google Scholar lacking Elsevier titles) and a desire to see the presenters perform the same high-quality analysis on many other subjects. At the UCI library, it was taking too long for approval and firm-order books to reach the shelf from the time they were received. An analysis of the workflow resulted in changes being made in the way firm-order books were handled and an overall reduction in processing time between receipt date and catalog date, from 59 days in FY03 to 20 days in FY05. However, they were still experiencing delays in their processing of approval books. Although they refined their approvals system to cut out delays, such as no longer rejecting approvals to allow for full processing at receipt, their processing time only decreased from 48 days in FY03 to 34 days in FY05. Why was it still taking so long to process approval books? Part of the problem lay in the way their Innovative system loaded electronic invoices from vendors. Checking for potential duplicates in the system and overlaying bib records individually bogged down the workflow. Working with YBP, Kiehl transitioned to a "virtual" approval plan. YBP stopped sending approval shipments and instead sent a list of titles that matched their approval profile each week. Kiehl's staff could then order these titles as if they were firm orders, thus eliminating the lengthy processing of approval invoices and the need to overlay records
